One common critique of direct democracy posits that minority rights are endangered by institutions like ballot initiatives and referenda. Empirical research testing this claim, however, has produced conflicting results that leaves the question of direct democracy's effect on minority rights open to debate. This study extends upon the previous research by providing a more direct test of this criticism -it compares antiminority policy proposals from direct democracy states to similar proposals from states without direct democracy institutions. Further, it examines both ballot proposals and traditional legislative bills in order to account for both the direct and indirect effects of direct democracy. Examining anti-minority proposals from all fifty states from 1995 to 2004, the analyses show that direct democracy states are, indeed, more likely to pass these proposals than states without direct democracy institutions.
A familiar critique of direct democracy contends that the rights of minority groups are at higher risk under governmental systems with direct democracy institutions, like ballot initiatives and referenda. By circumventing traditional, representative institutions, such as the legislature and the elected executive, direct democracy avoids filtering mechanisms that serve to protect minorities from a unified majority faction. Put simply, under direct citizen legislation, minority groups (by definition) are disadvantaged relative to the majority. This concern has long been voiced in the scholarly literature (Bell 1978; Eule 1990 ), but empirical research into this question has produced conflicting results that have left scholars agnostic (Matsusaka 2004) . Previous empirical studies have generated results both supportive of this critique (Gamble 1997; Schildkraut 2001) as well as in opposition to it (Donovan and Bowler 1998a; Frey and Goette 1998) .
Though these existing studies reach divergent conclusions as to the impact of direct democracy on minority rights, most of their research designs share a common feature -a singular focus on outcomes from citizen legislation. This approach presents limitations in fully assessing the policy impact of direct democracy institutions for two reasons. First, the anti-minority critique is a comparative onerepresentative democracy is better equipped to protect minority rights than direct democracy. In order to directly test this argument then, it is necessary to compare both types of governmental systems, and not just focus on direct democracy systems. Second, direct democracy institutions not only affect policy outcomes directly when ballot initiatives and referenda are passed, but they can also indirectly influence policy by affecting the behavior of elected officials (Romer and Rosenthal 1979; Gerber 1996) . It follows that a full assessment of the total policy impact of direct democracy would have to account for this indirect impact by including traditional legislation from systems with direct democracy institutions in the analysis.
This study accounts for the comparative nature of this critique by examining policy proposals that target minorities in direct democracy states as well as in states without direct democracy. The indirect impact of direct democracy is also accounted for by examining both proposals introduced into state legislatures as well as proposals considered by the public on ballots. Analyzing these anti-minority proposals, it is possible to compare the passage rates in direct democracy states to the passage rates in non-direct democracy states. The results suggest that the concerns for minority rights are valid, revealing that anti-minority proposals are more likely to pass in direct democracy states.
DIRECT DEMOCRACY & MINORITY RIGHTS
While the debate over direct democracy in the United States began with the Progressive and Populist movements in the late 19 th century, concern about the rights of minorities in democratic societies extends back to the beginnings of American democracy. In designing the nation's democratic institutions, the framers of the Constitution frequently cited the protection of minority rights as justification for their form of representative government. James Madison asserted the value of guarding "one part of the society against the injustice of the other part," and warned that, "If a majority be united by a common interest, the rights of the minority will be insecure" ([1787] 1999b) . He went on to argue that pure democratic systems, where citizens participate directly in policymaking, cannot adequately control the ills of factions because there is no check on the power of the majority to rule at the expense of minorities. As such,
Madison forcefully opposed many forms of direct citizen participation, from citizen legislation to direct election of Senators and the President, and offered representative government as an alternative governmental design that would better protect minority rights.
According to Madison, the mischief of factions could be dampened by the filtering processes of representative democratic government. The Federalists argued that raw public opinion could be "refine [d] and enlarge [d] … by passing through a medium of a chosen body of citizens" (Madison [1787] 1999a). In a representative democratic system, the legislative process provides multiple filtering mechanisms that can limit the ability of a majority to restrict minority rights. In particular, there is ample opportunity and incentive in the process for deliberation, consensus-building and compromise. First, minority concerns can be voiced during policy deliberations through their elected representatives.
Second, in order to gain passage, bills must gain a rather large consensus to be repeatedly approved at each stage of the legislative process. In order to build this necessary consensus, policy proposals need to attract a wide range of support. Compromise and moderation are essential tools to build consensus around a successful policy proposal. Furthermore, the legislative process places a premium on building relationships. Legislative decision-making is not a one-shot game. Rather, legislators work with each other again and again across a myriad of issues and policies. Therefore, it would ill-advised for legislators to completely shut out their minority group colleagues on one issue since they may be needed for consensus on another issue. Direct democracy institutions, meanwhile, can avoid these filtering process, and as a result afford little opportunity for minority voices to be heard while creating more rigid legislation that requires far less consensus, especially from interested minority groups (Eule 1990; Cain and Miller 2001) .
Direct democracy also provides opponents of minority rights a relatively easy way to achieve their goals by quickly expanding of the scope of conflict from the legislative arena to the public forum (Schattschneider 1960; Haider-Markel and Meier 1996) . Compared to a ballot measure, where millions of citizens may participate, the relatively small arena of the traditional legislatures allows minority voices to be part of the deliberation and debate. As such, minority groups can often contribute to the policy debate through the filtering processes of representative government. However, in expanding the scope of conflict to the mass level, majoritarian preferences can quickly overwhelm any consideration of minority rights.
The upshot of all of these arguments is that by circumventing the representational filters of traditional representative democratic system and allowing for quick and easy expansion of the scope of conflict, states with direct democracy institutions should be more likely to restrict the rights of minorities.
Existing Literature
While the anti-minority criticisms may be theoretically persuasive, for many scholars the most compelling argument in the debate over minority rights is the relative lack of empirical evidence to support these claims. Indeed, general studies of direct democracy concede the potential for civil rights abuses under these systems, but they also note a lack of empirical evidence to condemn citizen legislative institutions as the culprit for restricting minority rights (Magleby 1984; Cronin 1989) . More focused examinations of empirical record reach similar conclusions. Bowler (1998b, 1998a) find that statewide initiatives targeting gay rights pass at a lower rate than other types of initiatives. A study of ballot initiatives in California shows that racial and ethnic minorities are on the winning side of these elections the majority of the time (Hajnal et al. 2002) . Based on this evidence, the authors conclude that minorities do not seem to be systematically targeted by citizen legislation. 1 Frey and Goette's (1998) study of direct democracy in Switzerland, where three-quarters of the referenda held worldwide were undertaken, finds that relatively few anti-minority proposals have passed via direct democracy institutions. Overall, these studies conclude that the empirical record does not support arguments that direct democracy institutions endanger minority rights.
At the same time, however, there are several studies that find a less benign impact of direct democracy on minority rights. Examining the passage rates of anti-minority ballot initiatives and referenda in American states and cities, Gamble (1997) found that they passed at much higher rates that other policies addressed through citizen legislation (but see Donovan and Bowler 1998a) . Miller (1999) found evidence of restrictive measures passed by citizens in three high-use initiative states. Anti-minority outcomes are also evident when examining the adoption of specific policies, such as official English language measures (Tatalovich 1995; Schildkraut 2001; Preuhs 2005) , affirmative action bans (Chávez 1998 ) and same-sex marriage bans (Lewis 2008 ).
The evidence presented in these studies tends to be limited in two critical ways. First, much of the existing research only examines states with direct democracy institutions. At its heart, however, the critique is a comparative one (Haider-Markel et al. 2007 As such, the second limitation of the extant literature is the tendency to only examine policy measures considered and passed through citizen legislation, while omitting traditional legislation (Gerber and Hug 2001) . This approach can only reveal a partial view of the total impact of direct democracy because it only examines the direct influence and ignores the potential indirect impact that direct democracy can wield by influencing legislators' behavior. Citizen legislation can send signals to policy makers about the public's policy preferences (Romer and Rosenthal 1979; Gerber 1996) . This communication, in conjunction with the electoral motivations of public officials, can significantly alter policy outcomes. Armed with information regarding public preferences, legislators may act to preempt extreme policy proposals preferred by the majority of the public, act to claim credit before the public can act on their own, or even act to compensate injured minorities. Studies of policy responsiveness find that states with initiatives are indeed more responsive to public preferences on salient issues, such as abortion, though it is not clear that this effect extends to overall state policy output (Gerber 1996 (Gerber , 1999 Lascher et al. 1996; Arceneaux 2002; Burden 2005) . While increased responsiveness may be beneficial to the public in many instances, this induced policy congruence may be problematic for minority groups whose rights are targeted by the majority. As Gerber and Hug (2001) note, citizen legislation alone does not create anti-minority policy outcomes, but coupled with a majority that holds anti-minority attitudes, it has the potential to produce policies that restrict the rights of targeted minorities.
Recent studies that have been able to account for both the indirect and direct effects of direct democracy while comparing these outcomes to non-direct democracy states find strong evidence that direct democracy states are more likely to adopt specific anti-minority policies like same-sex marriage bans, official English laws and affirmative action bans (Schildkraut 2001; Preuhs 2005; Lewis 2008 ).
Though these studies show clear evidence that direct democracy states have a higher propensity to adopt the anti-minority policy in question in a given year, they are unable to directly demonstrate that this effect is a consequence of the varying filtering mechanisms of the two institutional arrangements. In using policy adoption as the unit of analysis rather than individual policy proposals, the event history analyses presented in this recent body of research cannot examine failed anti-minority policy proposals. This is important theoretically because the increased propensity to adopt anti-minority policies in a direct democracy system should stem from the circumvention (or threat of circumvention) of the filtering mechanisms of representative government. Without these mechanisms, individual anti-minority policy proposals are less likely to be rejected and more likely to pass. In event history analysis, if a state does not adopt the policy in a given year, it is coded as a zero, whether or not the policy was even considered.
From this perspective, states that reject anti-minority proposals are equivalent to states that never even consider them. Similarly, a state that passes just one anti-minority proposal out of ten introduced is equivalent to a state that passes the only anti-minority policy proposal it considers.
Thus, in order to more directly study this question, it is necessary to consider individual policy proposals. Theoretically, an anti-minority policy proposal is more likely to pass in a state with direct democracy institutions because it can avoid or undermine the filtering processes of representative democracy. It follows from this line of reasoning that states with direct democracy institutions should have higher rates of passage for anti-minority proposals.
ANTI-MINORITY POLICY PROPOSALS
This study focuses on policies that directly and explicitly restrict the rights of political minorities, and not the broader set of policies that impact the interests of minorities. 2 It is the explicitly anti-minority policies that should be most affected by the majoritarian effects of direct democracy, and it is these types of issues that most directly affect the rights of minority groups. Using these guidelines, anti-minority policies proposed over a span of ten years, from 1995 to 2004, were identified. 3 During this time period, three broad types of policy proposals explicitly aimed to restrict the rights of minority groups in the American states: policies that targeted homosexuals, policies that targeted limited English proficient (LEP) speakers, and policies that targeted minorities in general by restricting or banning affirmative action programs.
Each of these categories of anti-minority proposals was considered in most states during this time period.
Every state considered at least one anti-homosexual policy. Thirty-four states considered an anti-foreign language policy, while thirty-one states considered at least one anti-affirmative action policy. Together, these three policy categories encompass nearly all the anti-minority policies considered during this period.
Though a handful other anti-minority policies were proposed during this period, these policies tended to be unique to individual states and idiosyncratic in nature. 4 Admittedly, by focusing on these three categories, this study does not include every single anti-minority policy proposed in the American states over this time period, but it does include the most salient and visible minority rights issues of the period, like same sex marriage bans, official English laws, and affirmative action bans. 5 Again, nearly all antiminority policies introduced from 1995 to 2004 do fit into one of these three categories and are covered in this analysis.
To identify these anti-minority policy proposals, a keyword search was conducted of all legislative bills introduced from 1995 to 2004. 6 An identical search of all citizen proposals placed on the ballot was also conducted. 7 Table 1 lists the types of policy proposals identified in the search by target group. The most common policy proposals targeting homosexuals were same sex marriage bans, while the most common policy proposals targeting foreign language speakers and minorities in general were official English laws and general affirmative action bans, respectively. In total, the search yielded 600
proposals: 335 targeted homosexuals, 148 targeted foreign language speakers, and 117 targeted minorities in general. Of these 600 proposals, 82 passed. The passage rate varied across the targeted groups, with anti-homosexual proposals passing nineteen percent of the time, proposals targeting foreign language speakers passing almost nine percent of the time and proposals targeting minority groups in general passing about four percent of the time.
Direct Democracy vs. Representative Democracy
With the anti-minority proposals identified, it is possible to compare the passage rates between states with direct democracy institutions and states without direct democracy institutions. If direct democracy does reduce the effectiveness of the representational filter and subsequently endangers minority rights as critics suggest, then anti-minority policy proposals in direct democracy states should pass at a higher rate than non-direct democracy states.
First, however, it is important to consider which states have direct democracy institutions.
Twenty-four states have some form of direct democracy, though five of these states do not permit direct initiatives. 8 It is common practice to distinguish between both direct initiative states and non-direct initiative states, as well as between direct democracy states and the non-direct democracy states (e.g.
Gerber 1996; Camobreco 1998). While these dichotomous indicators are useful for gauging the overall impact of direct democracy or direct initiatives, they cannot distinguish between the different institutional arrangements that direct democracy states employ. An alternative indicator of direct democracy, created by Bowler and Donovan (2004) , measures the extent to which legislatures are insulated from the policy impacts of direct democracy institutions. 9 States whose legislatures are not insulated from direct democracy should be more influenced by ballot initiatives and referenda. Another indicator is a simple count of the ballot measures considered by a state (Bowler and Donovan 2002) . States that consider more ballot measures tend to have institutional arrangements that allow easier access to the ballot and fewer restrictions on policy content. Thus, they should be more influenced by direct democracy than states that only consider a few. No matter how direct democracy is measured, the comparisons show that states with direct democracy institutions pass significantly higher percentages of anti-minority proposals than states without direct democracy institutions. However, since the anti-minority proposals in this study include three types of targeted minority groups, it is also prudent to examine whether this result is robust within each of the three groups. In other words, does the discrepancy in passages rate of anti-minority proposals hold across the different targeted minority groups? This question is addressed by comparing the passage rates of anti-minority proposals in direct democracy states to the passage rates of similar proposals in states without direct democracy within the three types of targeted groups. The results of these comparisons are shown in Table 3 . The table also examines the difference between states with direct initiatives and those without direct initiatives. For proposals that target homosexuals, a relatively large difference between the states is evident. An even starker difference is evident for proposals that target minorities in general. Not one of these proposals passed in non-direct democracy states. Since these types of proposals affect multiple minority groups, it may be that the filtering mechanisms of traditional representative government are even more active than for policies that affect just one minority group.
Interestingly, the differences diminish for proposals that target foreign speakers. While the disparity of passage rates between direct democracy states and states without direct democracy is marginally significant (with a p value of 0.060), the difference is not significant when compared by the presence of direct initiatives in a state. This may be caused by a dynamic similar to the "racial threat"
phenomenon in which white voters are more likely to oppose candidates and policies that protect the rights of racial minorities in areas in where these minority populations are high (Key 1949; Blalock 1967; Tolbert and Hero 1996; Tolbert et al. 2001; Tolbert et al. 2003) . A comparable language-based or ethnic threat has emerged in the area of language policy. As the literature on language policy in the American states suggests (Tatalovich 1995; Schildkraut 2001; Preuhs 2005) , when there are relatively low numbers of foreign speaking individuals in a state, language policy is not a publicly salient issue. However, as the population of foreign speakers increases, the issue of language becomes more salient and the majority may feel threatened. Event history analyses of official English laws show that among states with high foreign-born populations (higher than roughly five percent of the resident population), direct democracy states are more likely to adopt these policies than states without direct democracy (Schildkraut 2001; Preuhs 2005; Lewis 2008 ). This interactive effect between direct democracy and the size of the foreign speaking population on the likelihood of adopting official English should also extend to the passage rates of proposals that target foreign speakers. Table 4 shows the differences between the states grouped by the percent of foreign-born residents in the population. 11 In states with low populations of foreign-born individuals, there is no difference in the percentage of proposals that pass. In the states with higher levels of foreign born individuals, however, the difference between direct democracy states and states without direct democracy is quite large and statistically significant. The difference between direct initiative states and states without direct initiatives also increases, but falls short of traditional levels of significance. Although the dichotomy of low and high foreign-born populations is a blunt way to assess this interactive effect, the results do support the idea that threat or public salience affects the impact that direct democracy has on language policies and mirrors the results from the previous studies.
One final way to compare direct democracy states to non-direct democracy states is to examine the average percentage of anti-minority proposals that each state passes. just over eleven anti-minority proposals during this time period, while non-direct democracy states considered over twelve anti-minority proposals, on average. This is important because it underscores the point that direct democracy states are not adopting anti-minority policies simply because they are more exposed to these types of proposals. Rather, direct democracy states are actually passing anti-minority proposals at a higher rate. Direct democracy states do not seem more likely to consider anti-minority proposals, just more likely to pass them given the ability of the citizens to circumvent the filtering mechanisms of representative government. In contrast, though non-direct democracy states are considering roughly the same number of anti-minority policy proposals, they pass these policies at a significantly lower rate. This strongly suggests that the representational filters are functioning to protect minority rights in these states.
DIRECT DEMOCRACY & ANTI-MINORITY PROPOSAL PASSAGE
While the cross tabulation analysis provides support for the hypothesis that direct democracy institutions have anti-minority effects and for the importance of the protective filtering mechanisms of representative democracy, it cannot account for other determinants of anti-minority proposal passage, such as public ideology and party control of the government. Obviously, there are a myriad of factors that can influence whether a single policy proposal is ultimately adopted by the state. In order to assess the effect of direct democracy while also controlling for other possible determinants of anti-minority proposal passage, a logistic regression model where the unit of analysis is each individual proposal was estimated. This approach asks the following question: For any given anti-minority proposal, is passage more likely in a direct democracy state or a state without direct democracy? The dependent variable is a binary indicator of whether or not an anti-minority policy proposal was passed. It does not distinguish between ballot measures and legislative bills since the analysis is trying to gauge the total effect of direct democracy, not just the direct effect.
The primary independent variable of interest measures a state's direct democracy institutions. As seen in the previous sections, there are several ways to account for the variation in institutional arrangements among direct democracy states that go beyond a simple dummy variable. Each of these indicators measures direct democracy institutions in different ways, but they are all highly correlated at 0.8 or above. To avoid statistical problems such as multi-collinearity, a principle components analysis was conducted. Based on this analysis, a single measure of direct democracy institutions in a state was created by combining the measures weighted by the eigenvectors for the first component. In addition to avoiding statistical problems associated with the high correlations of these three measures, this approach also allows for a relatively parsimonious test of the impact of direct democracy on policy adoption while guarding against spurious results that might plague a binary measure. with two dichotomous indicators of whether the Republican or Democratic Party has control of the legislature and the governorship. The base category in these models is divided government. Republican governments are expected to be more likely to pass anti-minority proposals and Democratic governments to be less likely to pass these proposals. The folded Ranney Index is also included to account for party competition. The models also account for institutional aspects of the state legislatures, including legislative professionalization, average legislator experience, the size of the legislature, and whether or not one of the chambers has a limit on the number of bills that can be introduced. 14 More professionalized legislatures tend to be more efficient and subsequently tend to have higher bill passage rates (Squire 1998) . In contrast, lawmakers with more time in the legislature should be more likely to build working relationships with one another and therefore less likely to pass an anti-minority proposal that would alienate their colleagues. Larger legislatures that tend to consider more bills in each session should be less likely to pass any single bill. Individual bills should also have a higher likelihood of passing in legislatures with bill introduction limits since there are fewer bills with which to compete.
In addition to governmental attributes, the model also controls for several state attributes. First, state citizen ideology is taken into account using a three year moving average of estimates derived from a multi-level regression and post-stratification (MRP) technique developed by Pacheco (2009 (Tatalovich 1995) . Finally, following arguments from the Federalist Papers (Hamilton et al.
[1787] 1999), larger states should be better able to overcome the problems of majority factions and thus less likely to pass anti-minority proposals (Donovan and Bowler 1998a ; but see Haider-Markel et al.
2007
).
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The last group of control variables account for the attributes of the anti-minority proposals themselves. Constitutional amendments often require supermajorities for approval, and should be less likely to pass than proposals that can pass with a simple majority. Thus, the model includes the proportion of votes required to pass (0.5, 0.6, .67, or 0.75) . Proposals that are competing for passage with several other similar proposals should also be less likely to pass. An indicator for whether the proposal is a ballot initiative accounts for the differences between introducing a legislative bill and getting an initiative on the ballot. Since ballot initiatives may require more effort and support to even be considered, they should have a higher likelihood of passing than a legislative bill. The model accounts variation in the content of the bills by including indicators of which minority group is being targeted by the proposal.
Finally, the model is estimated with fixed effects for the year in which the proposal was considered.
Results
The results from this model, estimated using a logistic regression with robust standard errors clustered on the state, are presented in Table 6 . 17 Given the binary nature of the dependent variable and the relatively low percentage of proposals that passed, the model fits relatively well, and is certainly an improvement over the null prediction.
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As expected, the direct democracy impact coefficient is positive and significant, providing further support to the findings from the previous section. The model shows that states with high impact direct democracy institutions are more likely to pass anti-minority proposals than both states without direct democracy and states with relatively low impact direct democracy institutions. Importantly, though ballot initiatives, themselves, are much more likely to pass than legislative bills, the impact of direct democracy is still evident. Legislative bills that target minority rights in direct democracy states are more likely to pass than comparable bills in non-direct democracy states. A high impact direct democracy state like California is twice as likely to pass a proposal targeting homosexuals and LEP speakers, and five times as likely to pass a proposal targeting minorities in general. Holding all other variables at their modes and means, the predicted probabilities never rise above 0.32 for direct democracy states (compared to a high of 0.18 for non-direct democracy states). However, a passage rate of 10-32 percent is not particularly low for legislative passage rates in the American states (Squire and Hamm 2005) . The important aspect of these findings is not that anti-minority bills have exceptionally high probabilities of passing in direct democracy states, but rather that they have a significantly higher probability of passing compared to similar bills in non-direct democracy states. Again, it is this comparison between the two types of systems that most directly tests the anti-minority critique of direct democracy. As shown in the appendix, the results remain virtually unchanged when using alternative measures of direct democracy in lieu of the direct democracy impact measure.
The analysis also shows some other significant predictors of anti-minority proposal passage. The odds of passing an anti-minority proposal increase by a factor of 3.9 for Republican controlled governments in comparison to divided government. In comparison to Democratic control, the odds of passage increase by 3.4 for Republican governments. Professional legislatures and those with longer tenured lawmakers are marginally less likely to pass an anti-minority proposal. Proposals are also marginally less likely to pass in states with higher educated citizens. Surprisingly, higher unemployment significantly reduces the likelihood of passage. In economic hard times, fiscal issues, rather than social issues, may be higher on the agendas of state governments. There are also significant differences in the likelihood of passing depending on the minority group that is targeted. Proposals that target homosexuals are more likely to pass than proposals that target minorities in general or foreign speakers.
Accounting for Public Attitudes
One possible concern with this analysis is that it does not explicitly account for public attitudes toward minorities. As discussed earlier, the mechanism by which direct democracy institutions are more likely restrict minority rights is through an increased responsiveness to a majority that prefers anti-minority policies. The assumption of the previous analysis is that the majority in all states does prefer these antiminority policies. 19 This assumption should not be problematic unless the public in direct democracy states are systematically more hostile toward minorities than other states. In terms of ideology, citizens in direct democracy states are not significantly more conservative than citizens in other states. Still, ideology may not adequately capture public attitudes toward specific minority rights policies.
Unfortunately, measures of state-level attitudes are notoriously problematic to estimate, particularly for issues that are not consistently at the top of the public agenda. Recent developments in MRP estimation have alleviated some of these obstacles, this approach remains limited to the issues that are commonly included in national surveys (Lax and Phillips 2009b, 2009a) .
Using MRP, Lax and Phillips (Lax and Phillips 2009a) have provided estimates of state-level attitudes toward a variety of gay rights policies from 1994 to 2005. Though the measures vary in the years in which they were estimated from, and subsequently cannot capture year-to-year dynamics, they do provide the most accurate available picture of public attitudes toward gay rights policies. Using these measures, it is possible to check the robustness of the previous results for the largest sub-sample of antiminority bills -those that target homosexuals. Thus, public support for gay rights is measured as the average level of support for the following policies: same-sex marriage, civil unions, revocation of sodomy prohibitions (prior to Lawrence v. Texas), same-sex health benefits and second parent adoption. Since direct democracy institutions are expected to restrict minority rights by increasing responsiveness to public attitudes toward minority groups, this measure of support for gay rights policies is interacted with the direct democracy impact variable. The coefficient on the public opinion variable, as well as the interaction term, should be negative indicating that higher levels of support for gay rights policies should decrease the likelihood of a proposal passing.
The results of the above model, shown in Table 7 , are largely consistent with the previous model.
The coefficient on the direct democracy variable shows the impact of direct democracy when public support is non-existent, not surprisingly, is positive and statistically significant. However, as public support for gay rights increases, the impact of direct democracy decreases. Meanwhile, the impact of public support for gay rights policies is not statistically significant, suggesting that non-direct democracy states are not responsive to public opinion on these policies. The results support theories that predict direct democracy institutions would increase responsiveness to public preferences and are also consistent with the previous results. This interactive effect can be seen more clearly in Figure 1 . 20 At low levels of public support, direct democracy states have higher predicted probabilities of passing these policies than non-direct democracy states. The difference increases for states that have relatively higher impact direct democracy arrangements. In all, the results clearly support Madison's warning that when "a majority be united by a common interest, the rights of the minority will be insecure" ([1787] 1999b).
DISCUSSION
The argument that direct democracy endangers minority rights, as discussed earlier, is a comparison between two institutional arrangements. It is not that citizen legislative institutions necessarily have a negative impact on minority rights, but rather that they are relatively more likely to have this type of policy effect than representative democratic institutions. It follows that the hypothesis that derives from this argument should be construed as comparative as well. Namely, states with direct democracy institutions are more likely to adopt policies that restrict the rights of minority groups than states without direct democracy institutions. Thus, the most direct way to test this hypothesis is to compare the outcomes of anti-minority policy proposals in governments with the two types of institutional arrangements.
When this critique is tested with a more direct research design, the results are unambiguous.
From 1995 to 2004, states with direct democracy institutions passed anti-minority proposals at a significantly higher rate than states without direct democracy. By extending the analysis beyond just policy adoption and also examining instances of failed policy proposals, it is clear that anti-minority proposals in direct democracy states fared much better than comparable proposals in states without direct democracy. Furthermore, the finding that states with traditional, representative democracies filter out a higher percentage of anti-minority proposals than their direct democracy counterparts extends across the three targeted minority groups under examination here.
By comparing all anti-minority proposals introduced in direct democracy states to the antiminority proposals introduced in states without direct democracy institutions, this study was also able to account for both the direct and indirect effects of citizen legislation. Where previous research on direct democracy and minority rights tended to focus on the direct outcomes of citizen legislation, this study also examined legislative bills that target minority groups in direct democracy states in addition to the proposals considered by voters on the ballot. In doing so, the total impact of direct democracy institutions on the likelihood of an anti-minority policy proposal passing became clear: the presence of direct democracy in a state increases the probability of passing an anti-minority policy proposal. This result remains robust even when controlling for public preferences toward the targeted minority group.
Though this study demonstrates the negative impact that direct democracy institutions can have on minority rights, it also suggests that various institutional arrangements can help protect minority rights.
For example, states that insulate their legislatures from the impacts of direct democracy seem to be less likely to pass anti-minority proposals than direct democracy states that do not. This finding helps understand why Switzerland, whose legislature is highly insulated from the impacts of direct democracy, has adopted so few anti-minority polices (Frey and Goette 1998) . The models also reveal that legislative arrangements that encourage longer legislative careers and professionalization can strengthen the legislative filtering mechanisms that protect minority rights.
Finally, the results of this study highlight several paths for future research on the impact of direct democracy on minority rights. While the analyses here have demonstrated that anti-minority proposals are more likely to pass in direct democracy states, it is not clear how pro-minority policy proposals might fare in these states. Event history analyses of non-discrimination policies that cover sexual orientation, hate crime laws and racial profiling bans suggest that direct democracy's effects may vary depending on public support for these policies (Lewis 2008) . Another extension should more closely examine the content of policy proposals that restrict minority rights. Are anti-minority policies passed in non-direct democracy states less restrictive than those passed in direct democracy states? Does the representational filter moderate anti-minority policies that do pass?
ENDNOTES
1 Though they concede that when the initiatives specifically target the rights of ethnic and racial minorities, these groups tended to be on the losing side. proposal identified by the search was examined to ensure that they were, indeed, policies to restrict the rights of a minority group. All proposals identified as targeting the rights of a minority groups in this way are included in all subsequent analyses.
7 Only citizen proposals that qualify for the ballot are considered in this study. Unfortunately, the texts of proposals that did not qualify for the ballot are not systematically available for examination in all states and years covered in this study. Since the ballot measures under examination here have all qualified for the ballot, subsequent logistic regression analyses include a dichotomous indicator of whether each proposal is a ballot measure. In successfully qualifying for the ballot, citizen proposals may be more likely to pass than legislative bills.
8 Typically, a state is considered to be a direct democracy state if it has one of three types of citizen legislative institutions: direct initiatives, indirect initiatives and popular referenda. Direct initiatives are the most analogous to pure democracy; they completely bypass the legislature by allowing citizens to draft policy proposals, petition to place them on the ballot, and then vote to accept or reject the policy.
Indirect initiatives are similar, except that they must be submitted to the legislature for consideration before they are placed on the ballot. Popular referenda, meanwhile, do not originate with the citizens.
Rather, citizens can petition to have specific, enacted piece of legislation placed on the ballot for the people to reject or accept. 
